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REMARKS 

Please reconsider the application in view of the above amendments and the 
following remarks. Applicant thanks the Examiner for carefully considering this application. 

Attorney Docket Number 

Please amend the attorney docket number to read "03226/507001; P6087" instead of 
"SUN-P6087" 

Request for Examiner Interview 

Applicant respectfully requests an Examiner Interview on October 12, 2005 at 1 1:00 AM 
(EST) or at a date/time convenient for all parties. An Applicant Initiated Interview Request 
Form is attached to this response. 

Interview Summary 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for courtesies extended during the telephone Interview 
held July 11, 2005. The Applicant has reviewed the Interview Summary submitted by the 
Examiner and believes that it is complete and accurately represents the substance of the 
Interview. Further, the Applicant believes that no additional written statement pursuant to 
MPEP §713.04 is necessary. If this belief is incorrect, the Examiner is requested to contact the 
undersigned or his associates at the telephone number listed below. 
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Disposition of Claims 

Claims 1-29 are pending in this application. Claims 1,9, 16, and 23 are independent. 
The remaining claims depend, directly or indirectly, from claims 1, 9, amended claim 16, and 
23. Claim 12 has been cancelled by this reply without prejudice or disclaimer. 

Claim Amendments 

Independent claims 1,9, 16, and 23 have been amended to clarify the invention recited in 
the claims. Specifically, claims 1, 9, 16, and 23 have been amended to clarify the following: (i) 
the wireless server includes a default profile and extensible parameters associated with each 
default profile; and (ii) the extensible parameters include at least one of a type of browser 
executing on the wireless client, the version of the browser executing on the wireless client, the 
operating system executing on the wireless client, or the bandwidth of the wireless client. 
Support for the aforementioned amendments may be found, for example, in paragraphs [0024], 
[0046], and [0047] of the published application (i.e., US Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0033356). Dependent claims 2-8, 10, 11, 12, 25, 28, and 29 have been amended to address 
antecedent basis errors as well as antecedent basis issues arising from the amendment of the 
aforementioned independent claims. No new matter has been added by any of the 
aforementioned amendments. 

Rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1 - 3, 5, 9 - 15, and 23 - 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as obvious 
over U.S. Publication Number 2002/0068554 ("Dusse"). Claim 12 has been cancelled by this 
reply. Thus, this rejection is now moot with respect to claim 12. To the extent that this rejection 
applies to the amended claims, the rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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In order to anticipate a claim, the prior art reference must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations either explicitly or impliedly. Dusse fails to teach or suggest all the limitations of the 
amended claims and, thus, cannot be used to anticipate the amended claims. Specifically, Dusse 
fails to teach or suggest the following limitations: 

(i) "wherein the extensible parameters comprises at least one selected from the group 
consisting of a type of the browser executing on the wireless client, a type of operating 
system executing on the wireless client, and a version of the browser executing on the 
wireless client" - Dusse fails to teach or suggest using extensible parameters to 
determine the type of wireless client. In fact, Dusse is silent with respect to use the type 
of browser, the version of the browser, the type of operating system to determine type of 
wireless client, and the bandwidth of the wireless client; and 

(ii) Using both default parameters and extensible parameters to determine the type of 
wireless client - as admitted by the Examiner, Dusse only includes preconfigured device 
configurations that are used in client type detection. (See Office Action mailed June 13, 
2005, p. 3). In contrast, the amended claims explicitly require both default profiles (i.e., 
preconfigured wireless device configurations used in client type detection) and extensible 
parameters associated with the default profiles that are used to aid in the client type 
detection. 

In view of the above, Dusse fails to teach or suggest all the limitations recited in the 
amended independent claims. Dependent claims are patentable over Dusse for at least the same 
reasons. Moreover, Dusse is silent with respect to dynamically obtaining the extensible 
parameters as recited in claims 5, 11, 14, and 25. Accordingly, claims 5, 11, 14, and 25 are 
patentable for this additional reason. In view of the above, withdrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested. 
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Rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C § 103 

Claims 4, 6 - 8, 16, 18 - 22, and 26 - 29 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
obvious over Dusse in further view of U.S. Patent Number 6, 397, 259 ("Lincke"). To the extent 
that this rejection may still apply, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 4 and 6-8 are dependent on amended independent claim 1 . As discussed above, 
Dusse fails to teach or suggest all the limitations of independent claim 1 . Further, Lincke fails to 
teach that which Dusse lacks as evidenced by the fact that the Examiner only relies upon Lincke 
to teach "client detection by examining the hypertext transport protocol header from the client's 
request" (See Office Action mailed June 13, 2005, p. 7). In view of the above, claims 4 and 6-8 
are patentable over Dusse and Lincke whether viewed separately or in combination. 

Independent claim 16 has been amended to clarify that extensible definition files 
comprises extensible parameters and default profiles are used to detect the type of wireless 
client. Further, as recited in amended independent claim 16, the extensible parameters 
comprises at least one selected from the group consisting of a type of the browser executing on 
the wireless client, a type of operating system executing on the wireless client, and a version of 
the browser executing on the wireless client. As discussed above, Dusse fails to teach or suggest 
extensible parameters are recited in the claims. Further, Dusse also fails to teach or suggest 
using both the default profile and the extensible parameters to determine the type of wireless 
client. Moreover, Lincke fails to teach that which Dusse lacks as evidenced by the fact that the 
portion of Lincke relied upon by the Examiner (i.e., Lincke, col. 65, 11. 28-40) fails to teach or 
suggest using extensible parameters to detect the client type as recited in the claim. Rather, the 
portion of Lincke cited by the Examiner merely teaches a new wireless transfer protocol. 
Clearly, a wireless transfer protocol is not equivalent to extensible parameters stored on the 
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wireless server which are used to detect the type of wireless client. In view of the above, 
amended independent claim 16 is patentable over Dusse and Lincke, whether viewed separately 
or in combination. Dependent claims 18-22 are patentable for at least the same reasons as 
amended independent claim 16. 

Claims 26-28 are dependent on amended independent claim 23. As discussed above, 
Dusse fails to teach or suggest all the limitations of independent claim 23. Further, Lincke fails 
to teach that which Dusse lacks as evidenced by the fact that the Examiner only relies upon 
Lincke to teach "client detection by examining the hypertext transport protocol header from the 
client's request" (See Office Action mailed June 13, 2005, p. 7 and p. 10 ). In view of the above, 
claims 26-28 are patentable over Dusse and Lincke, whether viewed separately or in 
combination. 

Claim 29 depends from claim 28 and, thus, is patentable over Dusse and Lincke, whether 
viewed separately or in combination, for at least the same reasons as claim 28. Moreover, the 
portion of Lincke, upon which the Examiner relies to teach "definitions of time of day requests" 
(i.e., Lincke, col. 32), merely corresponds to a text encoding tag without any mention of using 
such a tag to determine the type of wireless client. The Applicant respectfully asserts that the 
mere recitation of a tag that specifies a time value is not sufficient to render obvious a limitation 
that recites using the time value to determine the type of client. Similarly, the portion of Lincke 
upon which the Examiner relies to teach "communication bandwidth" (i.e., Lincke, col. 2, 11. 56- 
65) merely corresponds to a statement which notes that there are two broad categories of 
wireless devices: high bandwidth and low bandwidth. The Applicant respectfully asserts that a 
mere statement of wireless device categories based on bandwidth is not sufficient to render 
obvious a limitation that recites using the bandwidth of the wireless device to determine the type 



116289 



12 



Application No.: 09/929,477 



Docket No.: 03226/507001; P6087 



of wireless client. In view of the above, claim 29 is patentable over Dusse and Lincke, whether 
viewed separately or in combination. 

In view of the above, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 



Conclusion 

Applicant believes this reply is fully responsive to all outstanding issues and places this 
application in condition for allowance. If this belief is incorrect, or other issues arise, the 
Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned or his associates at the telephone number 
listed below. Please apply any charges not covered, or any credits, to Deposit Account 50-0591 
(Reference Number 03226/507001). 

Dated: September 13, 2005 Respectfully submitted, 




Robert P. Lord 



Registration No.: 46,479 

OSHA • LIANG LLP 

1221 McKinney St., Suite 2800 

Houston, Texas 77010 

(713)228-8600 

(713)228-8778 (Fax) 

Attorney for Applicant 
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